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Taskin SOYSAL, Haluk GUNGOR

LGS’DE DiL BiLGiSi SORULARININ GEREKLILiGi UZERINE OGRETMEN
GORUSLERI

0z:

Dil bilgisi; dili ses, bi¢cim, s6z varligi, climle anlami ve yapisi gibi bakimlardan
inceleyerek kurallarini ortaya koyan bilim dalidir. Dil bilgisi 6gretimi egitim-6gre-
timin ilk kademelerinden itibaren ana dili dersleri yoluyla baslatilmaktadir. Buna
karsilik LGSde dil bilgisi sorularinin yer alip almamasina yonelik tartismalar mev-
cuttur. Dil bilgisinin dilin dogal bir pargasi olmas1 sebebiyle sinavlarda ayr1 bir
boliim olarak ele alinmasina gerek olmadig1 goriisiiniin yani sira dil bilgisi 6greti-
minin 6grenme motivasyonu olusmast bakimindan ayr1 sorular olarak sorulmasi
gerektigi lizerine goriisler de mevcuttur. Bu galismanin amaci LGS dil bilgisi soru-
larmin gerekliligi tizerine Tiirk¢e 6gretmenlerinin goriislerini ortaya koymaktir.
Aragtirmanin ¢aligma grubunu 8. siniflarda ders vermis ya da veriyor olan; des-
tekleme ve yetistirme kurslarinda, il soru yazma komisyonlarinda gérev almis ya
da aliyor olan ve 6zel yaymnevlerine soru veya igerik hazirlamis ya da hazirliyor
olan yirmi Tiirk¢e 6gretmeni olusturmustur. Arastirma verileri yar1 yapilandiril-
mig goriismeler yoluyla elde edilmistir. Goriismeler, aragtirmacilar tarafindan alan
uzmanlarinin rehberliginde olusturulan yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formu yo-
luyla gerceklestirilmis ve salgin tedbirleri sebebiyle Zoom ve Google Meet prog-
ram1 araciligryla yapilmistir. Caligmada ulasilan sonuglara gore 8. siniflarda daha
yogun olmak iizere ortaokulun tiim kademelerinde 6gretilen dil bilgisi sorularinin
LGSde kargilik bulmasi, LGSde yer verilen mevcut dil bilgisi soru sayisinin yetersiz
oldugu, LGS dil bilgisi soru sayisinin Tiirkge testinin en az %30’luk kismini olus-
turmasy, dil bilgisi sorularinin ayri bir béliim gibi sorulmasindan ziyade anlam so-
rulariyla birlikte bir biitiin olarak ele alinmas: gerektigi goriisleri ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dil Bilgisi, Liselere Gegis Sistemi, LGS, Dil Bilgisi Kazanim-
lar1.
#h o %

TEACHERS’ OPINIONS ON THE NECESSITY OF GRAMMAR QUESTIONS IN THE
LGS

ABSTRACT:

Grammar is the branch of linguistics which focuses on the phonological,
morphological and syntactic structure of languages and determines the rules
accordingly. Teaching grammar begins from the primary level of education in
the mother language courses. However, whether grammar questions should
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be included in LGS is a debated issue. Although it is claimed that grammar
being the natural segment of a given language should not take part in the exam,
there some opposite ideas which base on that it must be independent grammar
questions as it forms a learning motivation. The aim of the study is to reveal the
teachers’ opinions as to the necessity of grammar questions in LGS. The study
group of the study consists of 20 Turkish teachers who have taught/are teaching
at 8th level; who have taken/are taking responsibility for preparing questions in
supportive courses of city question preparation commissions; who have prepare/
are preparing questions or content for private publishing houses. The data for
the study has was gathered through semi-structured interviews. The interviews
were performed via the forms developed by the researcher on the basis of the
guidance of the experts. Because of the pandemic situation the interviews were
held through Zoom and Google Meet. According to the results gathered in the
study, the grammar questions at all levels of secondary school, especially in the
8th grades, must be included in LGS, the number of existing grammar questions
in LGS is insufficient, and the number of grammar questions in LGS is at least
30% of the Turkish test. It was also found out that the grammar questions should
be considered as a part of comprehension questions rather than being a separate
section.

Keywords: Grammar, High School Entrance System, LGS, The Outcomes Of
Grammar.

kR
GIRIS

Sekiz yillik kesintisiz egitimin ardindan 6grenciler kendi ilgi, istek ve ihtiyaglar
dogrultusunda bir ortadgretim kurumuna yerlegsmek istemekte; bu durum belirli
okullara yonelik daha yogun bir ilginin ortaya ¢ikmasina sebep olmaktadir. “Birey-
ler egitiminin kendilerine saglayacag faydadan en fazla diizeyde yararlanabilmek
i¢in ilkogretimden ortadgretime ve oradan yliksekogrenime gecis yapmayi arzu-
larken devletler ise bu ihtiyaci karsilamaya ve ihtiya¢ duyduklar: bireylerin niteligi-
ni artiracak egitimi verecek okullarin sayisini artirmaya ¢alismaktadir” (Kizkapan
ve Nacaroglu, 2019, s. 702). Sad ve Sahiner (2016) lise ve tiniversite tercihlerinde
bu kurumlara olan yogun talebi karsilayabilmek i¢in sinava katilan 6grencilerin
bilgi diizeyleri ve alana yatkinliklarini dogru bir sekilde 6lgen objektif bir 6lgme ve
degerlendirme sistemine ihtiya¢ oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Tiirkiyede bu ihtiyaci karsilamada MEB tarafindan ortadgretim kurumlarina
ogrenci se¢imi icin gerceklestirilen ulusal diizeyli merkezi 6l¢me-degerlendirme
sinavlar1 bir¢ok degisiklige ugrayarak giintimiize kadar gelmistir. “1998-2018 yil-
lar1 arasinda bes farkli sinav sistemi uygulanmigtir. Bunlar; Liselere Giris Sina-
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vi (LGS 1999-2003), Ortadgretim Kurumlar1 Se¢me ve Yerlestirme Sinavi (OKS
2004-2006), 6, 7 ve 8. siniflarda yapilan Seviye Belirleme Sinavi (SBS 2007-2013),
Temel Egitimden Ortadgretime Gegis (TEOG 2014-2017) ve en son sadece 8. si-
nifta uygulanan LGS (2018)dir” (Celik, 2011). LGS 2021 yilinda da uygulanmaya
devam etmektedir.

2018 yilinda uygulamaya konulan ve halen yiiriirlitkte olan LGSyle birlikte
sinava katilim bir zorunluluk olmaktan ¢ikarilmis, bu baglamda okullar siavla
ogrenci alanlar ve adrese dayali sisteme gore 6grenci alanlar olmak tizere iki ayr1
kategori igerisine alinmugtir. Tki ayr1 oturum halinde gergeklestirilen LGS’nin bi-
rinci oturumunda sozel boliim sinavi yapilmaktadir. Bu béliimde Tiirkge (20 soru),
T.C. Inkilap Tarihi ve Atatiirkgiiliik (10 soru), Din Kiiltiirii ve Ahlak Bilgisi (10
soru) ve Yabanci Dil (Ingilizce) (10 soru) olmak iizere 50 soruya 75 dakika siire ta-
ninmaktadir. Ikinci oturumda sayisal boliim sinavi yapilmaktadir. Bu boliimde ise
Matematik (20 soru) ve Fen Bilimleri (20 soru) olmak iizere 40 soruya 80 dakika
siire taninmaktadir.

LGSnin daha 6nceki bilgi temelli ve ezbere dayali sinavlardan farkli oldugu,
bilgiyi ezberlemek yerine bilgi okuryazari olup elde ettigi bilgileri yorumlayabilen
ve kendi 6grenme siirecini yonetebilen bireylere yonelik oldugu goériilmektedir.
Bunun temel sebebi, “Tiirkiyede liseye yerlestirmeye yonelik sinavlar 2018 yilina
kadar genel olarak bilgi temelli ve ezbere dayali olarak yapilmaktaydi. Ancak bu
sinavlar okudugunu anlama ve sorgulama becerisinden uzakti. Bunun yaninda
ogrenciler okudugunu anlamayi 6lgen uluslararas: sinavlarda da istenilen basarry1
elde edemeyince, liseye giris sinavlarina yonelik elestiriler yapilmaya baslanmigtir”
(Batur, Ulutas ve Beyret, 2019, s. 600). Biber, Tuna, Uysal ve Kabuklu (2018) LGS
sorularinin ezber yapmaktan uzak ve yoruma dayali bir anlayisla hazirlandigini
aktarmiglardir. Gliniimiiz diinyasinda 6grencilere bilginin hazir olarak verilme-
si degil, bilgiye ulagim yollarinin 6gretilmesi gerekmektedir (Korkmaz ve $ahin,
2019).

Tiirkge Dersi Ogretim Programr'nda (MEB, 2019) yer verilen dil bilgisi kaza-
nimlarinin birbirini takip eden bir yapida sarmal olarak hazirlanmis oldugu go-
riilmektedir. LGSde 6grencilerin cevaplamasi istenilen sorularin onlara dort yillik
ortaokul egitimi icerisinde aktarilan konu ve kazanimlardan hazirlanmis olmasi
gerekmektedir. Boylece gergeklestirilen 6gretimde programin iizerinde durdugu
biitiinliik, 6l¢me ve degerlendirme asamasinda da saglanmis olacaktir.

2018 yilinda uygulanmaya baslanan LGSde yer verilen dil bilgisi sorular: ve
sorularin bagl bulundugu konu ve kazanimlar Tablo 1'de aktarilmigtir.

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1001277 d
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Tablo 1. LGS dil bilgisi soru sayilariyla sorularin bagl bulunduklar: konu ve
kazanimlar

Simav Yih Soru Konu Kazanim
Sayis1
a. T.8.3.8. Metindeki anlatun bozukluklarm
belirler.
Dil bilgisi yoniinden anlatim bozukluklari
iizerinde durulur.

a. Anlatim Bozuklugu
2018 3 b. Ciimle Tiirleri
c. Fiilimsiler

b. T.8.4.19. Ciimle tiirlerini tarur.
Kavramsal tarumlamalara girilmez.

c. T.8.3.9. Fiilimsilerin ciimledeki iglevlerini
kavrar.

Fiilimsilerin tiirleri fark ettirilir. Ekler
ezberletilmez.

a. T.8.3.8. Metindeki anlatim bozukluklarim
belirler.

Dil bilgisi yéniinden anlatim bozukluklari
iizerinde durulur.

a. Anlatim Bozuklugu
b. Fiilimsiler b. T.8.3.9. Fiilimsilerin ciimledeki iglevlerini
¢. Ciimle Tiirleri kavrar.
Fiilimsilerin tiirleri fark ettirilir. Ekler
ezberletilmez.

2019 3

¢. T.8.4.19. Ciimle tiirlerini tamr.
Kavramsal tanimlamalara girilmez.
a. T.8.4.18. Ciimlenin 6gelerini ayirt eder.

a. Ctimlenin Ogelert b. T.8.3.9. Fiilimsilerin ciimledeki iglevlerini
2020 2 ilimsi kavrar.
b.F siler Fiilimsilerin tiirleri fark ettirilir. Ekler
ezberletilmez.

Tablo I'de goriildiigii {izere LGSde sorulan dil bilgisi sorular1 8. sinif konu ve
kazanimlarini kapsamaktadir. 2018 ve 2019 LGSde dil bilgisinden iiger soru, 2020
LGSde iki soru sorulmustur. Ancak 2021 yilinda kiiresel salgindan dolay: egitimin
agirlikli olarak uzaktan (gevrim igi) yiiriitiilmesi sebebiyle 2021 LGSde dil bilgisi
sorusuna yer verilmemistir.

Dil bilgisi 6gretiminin gerekli ve 6nemli oldugunu vurgulayan caligmalarin
(Aytas ve Cegen, 2010; Dolunay, 2010; Yagmur Sahin ve Abaci, 2019) yani sira
6grencilerin dil bilgisinden ziyade okuma, yazma, konugma ve dinleme alanla-
rinda yetkinlesmeleri gerektigini vurgulayan goriisler de mevcuttur. Bu baglamda
LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmesinin gerekli ya da gereksiz oldugu iizerine
tartismalar s6z konusudur.

Alanyazinda daha 6nce sinavlara yonelik akademisyen, 6gretmen, 6grenci ve
veli goriiglerine bagvurulan ¢alismalar (Cegen ve Mete, 2011; Erden, 2020; Kuzu,
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Kuzu ve Gelbal, 2019; Kertil, Giilbagc: Dede ve Giilen Ulusoy, 2021; Karakaya,
Bulut ve Yilmaz, 2020; Sivkin, Aksoy ve Erdogan, 2020; Ekinci Celikpazu, 2019)
mevcuttur. Bu ¢alismada 6nceki ¢aligmalarin bulgularina ek olarak dil bilgisi soru-
larinin smavlarda yer alip almamasinin gerekliligine yonelik bir ¢erceve ¢izilmesi
amaglanmustir.

Bu amag dogrultusunda aragtirmanin alt problemleri su sekilde olusturulmus-
tur:

1. Tiirkge dgretmenlerine gore Tiirkge Ogretim Programrnda yer verilen dil
bilgisi kazanimlar1 LGSde yeterli diizeyde temsil ediliyor mu?

2. LGSde sorulan dil bilgisi sorular1 6grenci diizeyine uygun mu?
3. Sizce LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmeli midir? Ni¢in?

4. Sayet gerekliyse LGSdeki mevcut dil bilgisi soru sayisi sizce yeterli midir?

YONTEM
Arastirma Modeli

LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin gerekliligi izerine 6gretmen goriislerinin alindigi bu
caligmada nitel arastirma desenlerinden biri olan durum ¢aligmasindan yararlanil-
mustir. Creswell (2007) durum ¢alismasini “Aragtirmacinin zaman icerisinde sinir-
landirilmis bir veya birkag durumu ¢oklu kaynaklari iceren veri toplama araglari
(gozlemler, goriismeler, gorsel-isitseller, dokiimanlar, raporlar) ile derinlemesine
inceledigi, durumlarin ve duruma bagli temalarin tanimlandig: nitel bir aragtirma
yaklasimi1” olarak tanimlamustir. Yin (1984) durum ¢alismasinda giincel bir olguyu
kendi gercek yasam ¢ercevesi (igerigi) i¢inde calisan, olgu ve i¢inde bulundugu
igerik arasindaki sinirlarin kesin hatlariyla belirgin olmadig: ve birden fazla kanit
veya veri kaynaginin mevcut oldugu durumlarda kullanilan gorgiil bir aragtirma
yontemi olarak aktarmigtir. “Diger arastirma tiirlerinden ayrilan yonlerinden yola
¢ikarak, durum ¢aligmasinin ‘nasil’ ve ‘ni¢in’ sorularini temel alan, arastirmaci-
nin kontrol edemedigi bir olgu ya da olay: derinligine incelemesine olanak veren
aragtirma yontemi oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir” (Yildirim ve Simgsek, 2016,
s. 289). Bu aragtirmada, LGSde dil bilgisi sorularinin gerekliligi tizerine 6gretmen
goriislerinin ayrintilariyla ¢ok yonlii olarak ele alinmasi amaglandig i¢in durum
¢alismasindan yararlanilmasi uygun goriilmistir.

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1001277 d
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Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin katilimcilar: belirlenirken amagh 6rnekleme yontemi kullanil-
mustir. Buna gore katilimcilar 8. siniflarda derse girmis ya da giriyor olan, des-
tekleme ve yetistirme kurslarinda gérev almis ya da aliyor olan, MEB soru yazma
komisyonlarinda gorev almis ya da fiilen bu gorevi yiiriitiiyor olan, 6zel yayinev-
lerine soru veya igerik hazirlamis ya da hazirliyor olan Tiirkge 6gretmenleridir.
Her bir grupta 5 katilimci olmak tizere toplamda 20 Tiirkge 6gretmeniyle goriisme
yapilmustir. Katilimcilara ait bilgiler Tablo 2de verilmistir.

Tablo 2. Aragtirmada yer alan katilimcilara ait bilgiler

Katilimer  Calismaya Katkisi Mesleki  Cinsiyet Yas Ogrenim
Kidem Durumu

K1 MEEB soru yazma komisyonunda 5-10 yil E 25 Lisans
gorev almus/ alan

K2 MEB soru yazma komisyonunda 15-20 yil K 38 Lisans
gorev almis/alan

K3 MEB soru yazma komisyonunda 15-20 yil E 40 Y. Lisans
gorev almus/ alan

K4 MEB soru yazma komisyonunda 5-10 yil E 26 Lisans
gorev almus/ alan

K5 MEB soru yazma komisyonunda 20 yil ve K 48 Y. Lisans
gorev almis/alan iizeri

K6 Destekleme ve yetistirme 1-5 yil K 24 Lisans
kurslarinda gorev alms/alan

K7 Destekleme ve yetistirme 5-10 yil E 26 Lisans
kurslarinda gorev alms/alan

K8 Destekleme ve yetistirme 20 yil ve K 50 Lisans
kurslarinda gorev alms/alan fizeri

K9 Destekleme ve yetistirme 1-5 yil E 25 Lisans
kurslarinda gorev alms/alan

K10 Destekleme ve yetistirme  5-10 yil E 26 Lisans
kurslarinda gorev alms/alan

K11 8. suuflarda Tiirkge dersine 5-10 yil K 28 Lisans
irmis/ giren

K12 8. smmflarda Tiirkce dersine 5-10yal E 30 Y. Lisans
irmis/ giren

K13 8. sumflarda Tiirkce dersine 15-20 vl K 41 Lisans
irmis/ giren

K14 8. smmflarda Tiirkce dersine 5-10yal K 32 Y. Lisans
irmis/ giren

K15 8. smmflarda Tiirkce dersine 20 yil ve E 47 Lisans
girmis/ giren fizeri
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K17 Ozel yaymevlerine soru ve icerik  5-10 yul E 31 Lisans
hazirlamis/hazirlayan

K18 Ozel yayinevlerine soru ve igerik 1-5 yil K 29 Y. Lisans
hazirlanmis /hazirlayan

K19 Ozel yaymevlerine soru ve icerik 10-15 yil K 42 Lisans
hazirlamis/hazirlayan

K20 Ozel yayinevlerine soru ve igerik 20 yil ve K 44 Lisans
hazirlanmis /hazirlayan izeri

Veri Toplama Araclari

Aragtirmada katilimcr olarak yer alan 6gretmenlerin goriislerini almada yar
yapilandirilmis goriigme formundan yararlanilmistir. Arastirmacilar tarafindan
hazirlanan goriigme formu, 12 sorudan olugsmaktadir ve bu sorularin 6’s1 katilim-
cilara ait bilgileri toplamaya yonelikken kalan 6’s1 ¢aligmanin hedeflerine uygun
olarak LGS dil bilgisi sorularimin gerekliligi tizerine 6gretmen goriislerini alma
amacini tagimaktadir. Goriisme formunda sorularin hazirlanmasinda uzman go-
riigii alinarak hareket edilmis; bu baglamda ikisi 6l¢me degerlendirme alaninda,
ikisi Tiirkge egitimi alaninda aktif olarak gorev yapan dort akademisyenin goriis-
lerine bagvurulmustur. Alan uzmanlarinin yonlendirmeleri neticesinde goriisme
formuna nihai hali verilmistir. Gortigme formlari, goriisme dncesi e-posta iizerin-
den katilimcilara gonderilmis, goriisme esnasinda olusabilecek yanlis anlamalarin
oniine gegmek i¢in katilimecilarin formu yazili olarak da gormeleri saglanmustir.

Goriisme Sireci

Aragtirma verilerinin toplanmasi kiiresel salgin siireci nedeniyle ¢evrim ici
olarak gerceklestirilmistir. Cevrim ici goriismelerin gerceklestirilmesinde Google
Meet ve Zoom programlarindan yararlanilmistir. Katilimcilarin her biriyle daha
onceden belirlenen bir zamanda gevrim ici goriismeler yapilmis, her bir goriisme
ortalama 25 dakika stirmiistiir. Yapilan goriismeler katilimcinin bilgisi dahilinde
kayit altina alinarak daha sonra bu kayitlar tizerinde gerekli analizler yapilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Tiirkge 6gretmenleriyle goriigmelerden elde edilen verilerin igerik analizi ya-
pilmustir. Yirmi katilmcinin ses kayitlarinin incelenmesi sonucunda 6gretmen
goriigme formundaki her bir soru ana tema ve alt temalara ayrilarak siniflandiril-
mustir. Veriler ilgili temalara kodlanmis ve daha sonra yorumlanmistir.
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Gecerlik, Glvenirlik ve Etik

Goriisme formu yoluyla elde edilen 6gretmen goriisleri, iki ayr1 aragtirmaci ta-
rafindan igerik analizine tabi tutulmustur. Her iki aragtirmacinin gerceklestirmis
oldugu icerik analizi arasindaki tutarlilik Miles ve Hubermanin (2015) Uzlagsma
Yiizdesi = Goriis Birligi / (Goriis Birligi + Gortis Ayriligr) * 100 formiiliine gore
hesaplanmigtir. Yapilan hesaplamada giivenirlik %92 olarak bulunmustur. Kalan
%8&’lik boliim tlizerinde degerlendirmeler yapilarak uzlasmaya varilmistir. Calis-
manin etik agidan uygun olduguna, Gazi Universitesi Etik Komisyonu tarafindan
03.08.2021 tarihli ve 12 sayili toplantisinda oy birligi ile karar verilmistir.

BULGULAR
1. Arastirma Sorusuna Y6nelik Bulgular
Aragtirmanin 1 numarali sorusunda ortaya ¢ikan kodlar Tablo 3’te aktarilmistir.

Tablo 3. TOP dil bilgisi konularinin LGSde temsili

Yeterlilik K4, K10, K11, K14, K18 5 25
Dengesizlik K2, K6, K9, K15 4 20
Yetersizlik K1, K3, K5, K7, K8, K12, 11 55

K13, K16, K17, K19, K20

Tablo 3 incelendiginde katilimcilarin %50den fazlasinin 6gretim programinda
verilen dil bilgisi konularinin égretim programinda yeterli diizeyde temsil edilme-
digini diistindiikleri goriilmektedir. Bes katilimcr yeterli oldugu konusunda goriis
bildirirken dort katilimcinin bu konuda bir dengesizlik oldugunu belirttikleri go-
rilmektedir. Katilimcilardan K2,

“Bu konuda son iki, i¢ LGS hari¢ temsil edildigi s6ylenebilir. Ama programda
yer alan ama hig soru sorulmayan (¢atilar gibi) konularin olmasi, 6gretmenin buna
zaman ayirmasi zaman kaybindan bagka bir sey degil” seklindeki goriigiinde 6gre-
timi yapilan dil bilgisi konulariyla LGSde ¢ikan dil bilgisi sorular1 arasinda var olan
dengesizligin egitim-6gretim agisindan bir zaman kaybi oldugunu belirtmistir.

Bir diger katilimci K6'nin,

“Haynr, 8. sinif kazanimlarini vermek i¢in harcadigimiz zaman ve enerji dikkate
alindiginda fiilimsi, cimlenin 68eleri, fiilde cat1 ve cimle tiirleri konularindan sa-
dece bir sorunun sorulmasi bu konuda denge olmadigini gosteriyor. Kendi adima
LGSde sadece bir soru ¢iktig1 icin zamanimi artik par¢ada anlam ve muhakeme
sorulari i¢in kullaniyorum. seklindeki goriisiinde de ayni sekilde mevcut denge-
sizligin emek kaybina yol a¢tigini, temsil sorunu sebebiyle bazi konulara agirlik
verirken bazilarini daha yiizeysel sekilde isledigini belirttigi goriilmektedir.

OMU EFD, 2022, Cilt 41, Sayi 1, Sayfa:275-310



Taskin SOYSAL, Haluk GUNGOR

K8,

“Maalesef edilmiyor. Genel anlamda tiim Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin ve 6grencile-
rin Tiirkge dersi adina 8. sinifta vaktinin ¢ogunlugunu dil bilgisi kazanimlar1 meg-
gul ediyor. LGSde ise 3 ya da 4 soruyla tiim dil bilgisine yer verilmesi hem diger
kazanimlara gereken 6nemin verilememesine hem de yil boyu harcanan emek ve
mesainin heba olmasina sebep oluyor.” seklindeki gorigityle temsil sorunundaki
mevcut dengesizligin egitim-6gretim faaliyetlerini etkiledigini, dil bilgisi 6greti-
minin ¢ok zaman almasina ragmen sinavda karsilik bulmamasi sebebiyle zaman
ve emegin heba olmasina yol agtigini belirtmistir.

Calismada goriislerine bagvurulan bir diger katilimei olan K9'un asagidaki go-
rigleri de durumun tespiti agisindan 6nemlidir:

“Egitimin devamlilig1 diisiiniildiigiinde bir sorun ortaya ¢ikiyor. Fiilimsi, cim-
lenin 6geleri, ctimle tiirleri, fiilde ¢at1 gibi konular dokuzuncu simifta da var. Hem
8 hem de 9. sinifta ayni1 konulari igliyorlar. Sorular kazanimlar1 destekler nitelikte
ama konular gereksiz yogunlukta. Tiirk¢enin dort temel becerisini 6l¢gmek durur-
ken dil bilgisi konulariyla gocuklar1 boguyoruz. Soru sayisi az ama bunun igin har-
canan zaman ¢ok”

K9un dil bilgisi konularinin yogunlugu sebebiyle bunlara harcanan zamanin
¢ok olmasina karsin sinavda dil bilgisi soru sayisinin az olmasinin bir geliski orta-
ya koydugunu belirttigi goriilmektedir. Bu durumun dil bilgisi konular1 agisindan
gereksiz bir yogunluk olusturdugunu, dért temel beceri igin kullanilabilecek zama-
nin gereksiz yere buraya aktarildigini ifade etmistir.

2. Arastirma Sorusuna Yénelik Bulgular

Aragtirmanin 2 numarali sorusunda ortaya ¢ikan kodlar Tablo 4’te aktarilmig-
tir.

Tablo 4. LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin 6grenci diizeyine uygunlugu

Kodlar Katilimalar N Yiizde

Uygunluk K1, K2, K4, K5, K7, K9,
K10, K11, K12, K13,

K14, K15, K16, K18, 15 75
K19
Uygunsuzluk K3, K6, K8, K17, K20 5 25
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Tablo 4 incelendiginde katilimcilarin %75’inin LGSde sorulan dil bilgisi soru-
larinin 6grenci diizeyine uygun oldugu yoniinde goriis bildirdikleri gorillmektedir.
LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin 6grenci seviyesine uygun olmadigini belirten bes kati-
limcinin bu konuda farkl: tespitleri vardir. Buna gore,

Ke,

“2018, 2019, 2020 LGS dil bilgisi sorularina baktigimizda ¢ok zorlayici olma-
digin1 gorityoruz. Ancak sorulanlarin daha basit diizeyde sorulmas: gerektigini
diisiinityorum. Ornegin fiilimsi sorusu sorulacaksa alt tiirlerine girmeden fiil ile
fiilimsi farkinin sorulmas: daha uygun olur” seklindeki goriisityle LGS dil bilgisi
sorularinin 6grencilerin konuyu temel diizeyde bilip bilmediklerini sorgulamasi
gerektigini belirtmistir.

K17,

“Bu kadar yogun bir dil bilgisi 6gretiminin ardindan sinavda 6grencilerin kar-
sisina ¢ikacak dil bilgisi sorularinin ayirt edici olmasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorum.
Gegtigimiz yillarda ¢ikan sorular maalesef bu ayirt edicilige sahip degildi” gorii-
stiyle K6’nin aksine dil bilgisi 6gretiminin yogunlugunun sinavda kargilik bulmasi
gerektigi, bu ylizden sorularin ayirt ediciliginin mevcut hallerinden daha yiiksek
olmasini belirttigi goriilmektedir.

LGSde sorulan dil bilgisi sorularinin 6grenci diizeyine uygun oldugunu belir-
ten gorisler arasindan dikkat ¢eken bir goriis olarak K2'nin,

“Sorulan sorularin 6grenci diizeyine genel olarak uygun oldugunu digiini-
yorum. Ozellikle bu sorular1 cevaplayan dgrencilerin Tiirk¢e dersinde iist diizey
oldugunu disiiniiyorum?” ifadeleriyle dil bilgisi sorularini dogru cevaplayan 6g-
rencilerin iist diizey diisiinme becerilerine sahip olabilen; analiz, sentez ve deger-
lendirme yapabilen 6grenciler oldugunu belirtmistir.

Ug numaral aragtirma sorusuna bagl olarak alinan cevaplardan bir digeri ola-
rak K11,

“Zorluk derecesi konulara gore degisiyor fakat sorularin ¢ok zorlayici oldugu-
nu disinmityorum.?” ifadeleriyle K2'nin aksine LGSde sorulan dil bilgisi sorularini
¢6zmenin ¢ok zor olmadigini belirtmistir.
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3. Arastirma Sorusuna Yénelik Bulgular

Aragtirmanin 3 numarali sorusunda ortaya ¢ikan kodlar Tablo 5 ve Tablo 6da
aktarilmstir.

Tablo 5. LGSde dil bilgisi sorularinin gerekliligi

Kodlar Katilimailar N Yiizde
Yer verilmelidir K1, K2, K3, K4, K5, K6, K7, K8, K10, 18 90
K11, K12, K14, K15, K16, K17, K18,
K19, K20
Yer verilmemelidir K9, K13 2 10

Tablo 5’te LGS dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilip verilmemesi gerektigi tizerine
ortaya ¢ikan kodlar aktarilmistir. Buna gore iki katilimer harig tiim katilimcilarin
LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmesinin gerekli oldugunu vurguladiklar: go-
riilmiistiir. Bu konuda zit fikir beyan edenlerden biri olarak K9,

“Kesinlikle yer verilmemelidir. Bunun yerine metin tiirii, yazim ve noktalama
sorularinin artirilmasi gerekmektedir” goriisiinii ifade etmistir.

LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmesini ifade eden goriislere rnek olarak
K1,

“Yer verilmelidir. Ciinkii dilin kurallarini bilmeyen kisi okudugunu anlamada
istenen performansi yakalayamaz. Dil var olan her seyiyle bir biitiindiir. Dil can-
lidir. Insan viicudu gibi. Herhangi bir organimizin bakimini ihmal edersek bunun
acist biitiin viicuttan ¢ikar. Dilin gramer kurallarini jhmal etmek sorunlara yol
acar” goriisiini ifade etmistir. K1, bu gorisiiyle dilin bir biitiin olarak ele alinmasi
gerektigini, dil bilgisinin de bunun tabii bir parcasi oldugunu vurgulamistir.

K2,

“Bana gore yer verilmeli ¢linkil bir dilin temelini olusturan gramerin bilinme-
mesi, dilin mantiginin anlagilamamasina neden olmakta fikrine sahibim. ifadele-
riyle dilin gramer olmadan anlagilamayacagini belirtmistir.

Ke,

“LGSde dil bilgisi sorusu sorulmalidir. Ancak bu sorular sayisal derslerdeki
formiil-¢oziim iliskisi icinde degil, anlam iginde eriterek sorulmalidir. Ornegin
cat1 konusunda soru kokiinde etken-edilgen seklinde degil de ‘Hangisi bagkas: ta-
rafindan yapilmistir?” olarak sorulmasi gerektigini diisiintiyorum.” ifadeleriyle dil
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bilgisinin bir kurallar biitiinii olmaktan ziyade baglam icerisinde ele alinmasi ge-
rektigine dikkat cekmistir.

K12,

“Kesinlikle yer verilmelidir. Dil bilgisi sorular1 gocuklarin giinliik hayatta kul-
lanacag kurallardan olugmali. Ornegin dilekge, tutanak yazimi, bityiik harflerin
yazimi vb. ama fiilimsiye gerek olmayabilir” ifadeleriyle dil bilgisinin kiginin giin-
lik hayatta ihtiya¢ duyuldugu sekliyle ele alinarak bir ihtiya¢ héline getirilmesi
gerektigi vurgulanmistir.

Tablo 6. LGSde dil bilgisi sorularinin gereklilik sebebi

Kodlar Katilimcilar N Yiizde

Yeterlilik K1, K3, K6, K11, K14, K18 6 30
Yelersizlik K2, K4, K5, K7, K8, K10, 12 60
K12, K13, K15, K16, K19,
K20
Fazlahk K9, K17 2 10

Tablo 6 incelendiginde “ayirt edicilik’, “gereklilik’, “bagar1” ve “dilin dogru kul-
lanim1” kodlarinin ortaya ¢iktig1 gériilmektedir. Ayirt edicilik kodunda yer alan
Ogretmen goriisleri, dil bilgisi 6gretiminin karsiligini bulmasi amaciyla sinavlarda
bu sorulara yer verilmesi ve bu sorular1 dogru cevaplayan 6grencilerin belirli bir
ayirt edicilik saglamis olmasi gerektigi tizerinde durmuslardir. Bu goriislere 6rnek
olarak K1,

“Sonugta verilen bir emek var, ¢alisan ile ¢alismayanin ayirt edilmesi hususu
var. Belirleyici sorularin olusturulmasi agisindan LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer
verilmelidir”

Ke,

“8. sinif 6grencisi LGSde soru ¢ikmayan ya da az soru ¢ikan konuya -hakl
olarak- ilgi gostermiyor. Sinavi odak noktas1 olarak alan bir 6grenci ‘Sorulmu-
yorsa gereksizdir’ Ya da ‘Sorulmayacaksa neden 6greneyim?” seklinde diistiniiyor.
Sinavin mantig1 6grencinin neyi, ne kadar 6grendigini tespit etmek degil de ‘eleme
yapmak' olunca bu konu buralara geliyor maalesef”
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K8,

“Ogrencinin y1l boyunca uzun zaman ve emek harcayarak 6grendigi konular-
dan soru gelmemesi mantiksiz olacaktir. Ayrica programda dil bilgisi kazaniminin
olmas1 ancak LGSde soru sorulmamas: Tiirkge dersine kars1 ilgisizlige sebep ola-
caktir”

Goriildiigii tizere gorisleri ayirt edicilik koduna bagli olan dgretmenler, 6greti-
mi yapilan bir konunun sinavlarda dogal olarak 6grencilerin karsisina ¢ikmast, do-
layisiyla 6grencilerin ilgili kazanimlari edinip edinmediklerinin 6l¢iilmesi gerekti-
gini belirtmislerdir. Bununla birlikte ii¢ katilimci dil bilgisi 6gretiminin gerekliligi
tizerinde dururken dort katilimci bagarili olmak icin dil bilgisinin bir 6l¢iit oldugu
goriisini ifade etmislerdir. Sekiz katilimar ise dilin dogru kullanimi agisindan dil
bilgisinin gerekli oldugu goériisiinii ifade etmislerdir. S6z konusu goriiglere 6rnek
olarak K4,

“Dilin kurallarini 6grenebilmeleri ve dili daha diizgiin kullanabilmeleri i¢in dil
bilgisine yer verilmelidir”

K7,

“Dil bilgisi Tiirk¢enin bel kemigidir. Dil bilgisi kurallarini bilmeyen bir 6gren-
cinin climleyi, paragrafi anlamasini bekleyemeyiz. Tiirk¢e; okuma, dinleme, ko-
nusma, yazma ve dil bilgisi olarak ayrilmaz bir biitiindiir”

K10,

“Dil kurallarini 6grenebilmeleri ve daha diizgiin kullanilmasi igin yer verilme-
lidir”

K12,

“Cocuklar dilimizin kurallarini bilmeli, dil bilincine sahip olmalidir. Ozellikle
yazim kurallari, noktalama isaretleri. Dolayisiyla bu bilgileri sinavda él¢tilmelidir”

K19,

“Dil bilgisi Tiirk¢e egitiminin ya da genel anlamda dil egitiminin temel yap1
taslarindan biridir. Dil bilgisi 6grencilerin dilsel ve zihinsel becerilerini gelistirmek
amaciyla 6gretildiginden dolayi dil egitimi i¢cin amagtan ¢ok bir arag niteligindedir.
Buna gore 6grencilerin Tiirk¢e dil biitéinliigiinii ve okuma, anlama, anlatim gibi
Tiirkgenin temel becerilerini biitiiniiyle degerlendirebilmemiz i¢in dil bilgisi soru-
lar1 da mutlaka yer almalidir”
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4. Arastirma sorusuna yonelik bulgular

Aragtirmanin 4 numarali sorusunda ortaya ¢ikan kodlar Tablo 7de aktarilmis-
tir.

Tablo 7. LGS dil bilgisi soru sayilarinin yeterliligi

Kodlar Katilimceilar N Yiizde

Yelerlilik K1, K3, K6, K11, K14, K18 6 30
Yetersizlik K2, K4, K5, K7, K8, K10, 12 60
K12, K13, K15, K16, K19,
K20
Fazlahk K9, K17 2 10

Tablo 7 incelendiginde alti numarali aragtirma sorusuna bagl olarak “yeterli-
lik”, “yetersizlik” ve “fazlalik” kodlarina ulasildigy goriilmektedir. Katilimcilardan
ikisinin soru sayisinin fazla oldugunu beyan ettigi goriilmektedir. Bunlardan K9,

“Soru sayist fazladir. Azaltilmali ve asamali bir sekilde sifirlanmalidir. Noktala-
ma, yazim ve metin tiirlerine bagli sorular artirilmalidir” diyerek dil bilgisi sorula-
rinin kademeli olarak sifirlanmasi gerektigini ifade etmistir.

LGSde sorulan mevcut dil bilgisi soru sayisinin yeterli oldugunu belirten alt1
katilimci vardir. Katilimeilardan on ikisi soru sayisinin yetersiz oldugu yoniinde
goriis bildirmistir. Katilimcilardan K12 ve K13, soru sayisinda bir oran gozetilmesi
gerektigi, bu baglamda LGSde sorulacak dil bilgisi soru sayisinin en az %30 ora-
ninda olmasini diistindiiklerini aktarmiglardir. Diger katilimcilarin gorislerinden
ornek olarak,

Ke,

“Ttim kazanimlardan soru sorulmalidir. Bu soru sayisinin artmasi anlamina
gelmez. Ornegin ‘Metnin dil ve anlatimiyla ilgili hangisi... tiirtindeki sorularda
dort kazanimla ilgili soru sorulabiliyor. Dil bilgisi i¢in de bu uygulanabilir. Fiilim-
siyi ayrica sormak yerine ctimle tiirleri sorulabilir. Ciimle tiirleri konusunda yap:-
sina gore ciimleleri cevaplayabilmek i¢in fiilimsiyi bilmeniz gerekir. Tek soruyla iki
kazanim sorulabilir. Yahut noktalama sorusunda yiiklemden uzak diigen 6zneyi
belirtmek i¢in, kullanilan virgiilii cevaplamak i¢in mecburen ctimlenin 6gelerini
bilmek zorunda 6grenci. Bu durumda ayrica 6ge sorusu sormak zorunda kalmaz-
lar. Anlatim bozuklugu bashg: altinda sorulan soruda ¢at1 uyusmazlig sorulursa
ayni anda fiilde ¢at1 kazanimi sorulmus olur. Ornekleri ¢ogaltmak miimkiin. Bu
anlamda soru sayisindan ziyade igerigi zenginlestirilmeli ve deyim yerindeyse bir
tagla iki kus vurulmali” ifadeleriyle hem tiim dil bilgisi kazanimlarina hitap edile-
bilecegini hem de soru sayisinin yeterli olacagini vurgulamustir.
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K7,

“Mevcut sistemde 3 ya da 4 dilbilgisi sorusu var. Bu say1 5 ya da 6 olarak giincel-
lenebilir. En azindan verilen tiim dil bilgisi kazanimlarindan birer soru sorulabilir”
sozleriyle 6grencilere 8. sinifta aktarilan tiim dil bilgisi konularindan soru sorul-
masi gerektigini belirtmistir.

K10,

“LGSdeki mevcut dil bilgisi sorular1 bence yeterli degildir. En azindan ders-
lerde sinava yonelik bir motivasyon saglama agisindan bile hi¢ olmazsa yedi ve
sekizinci siniftaki dil bilgisi kazanimlarina LGSde yer verilmelidir” ifadeleriyle dil
bilgisi anlatiminda biitlinliigiin saglanmasi agisindan daha alt siniflarda islenen dil
bilgisi konularina bagl kazanimlardan da soru sorulabilecegini aktarmustir.

K19,

“Bence yetersiz ¢iinkii 6grenciye anlatilan her konudan soru gelmeli. Cocuk-
lar bes tiniteden sorumlular ama iki ya da ii¢ tiniteden soru ¢ikiyor. Bu da héliyle
yeterli olmuyor”” ifadeleriyle LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin programdaki kazanimlarin
tamamuini kapsamasi bakimindan artirilmasi, bu anlamda en az beg soru sorulmast
gerektigini vurgulamistir.

TARTISMA, SONUC VE ONERILER

LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin gerekliligi {izerine 6gretmen goriislerinin alindig
bu aragtirmada ortaya ¢ikan sonuglara gore Tiirk¢e 6gretmenleri 6gretim prog-
ramindaki (MEB, 2019) dil bilgisi kazanimlarinin LGSde yeterli diizeyde temsil
edilmedigini ve dil bilgisi kazanimlarinin dengesiz bir dagilim sergiledigini ak-
tarmuglardir. LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin 6grenci diizeyine uygunlugu konusunda
Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin %7571 sorularin 6grenci seviyesine uygun oldugunu ifade
etmiglerdir. LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmesi gerektigini ifade eden Tiirk¢e
ogretmenleri 6grencilerin dil bilgisi sayesinde dilin dogru kullanimi konusunda
ilerleme saglayacaklarini ve basarili olma yolunda dil bilgisinin gerekli oldugunu
belirtmislerdir. Tiirk¢e 6gretmenleri %60 oraninda LGS dil bilgisi soru sayisinin
yetersiz oldugunu ifade etmislerdir. Kalan %40’lik kisimda ise LGS dil bilgisi soru-
larinin yeterli ve fazla oldugu tizerine gériis bildirmislerdir.

Katilimcilarin ¢ogunlukla iizerinde durdugu konu, 8. sinif miifredatina bagl
olarak sirasiyla fiilimsiler, ciimlenin 6geleri, fiilde ¢ati, ctimle tiirleri ve anlatim bo-
zukluklari konularinin islendigi; bu konularin iglenmesinin biitiin bir 6gretim yili
boyunca stirdiigi, ilgili kazanimlarin 6grencilere kazandirilmasi icin ciddi anlam-
da zaman ve emek verildigidir. Buna ragmen LGSde 8. sinif dil bilgisi konularinin
tamamuina yer verilmiyor olmasinin 6grenci ve 6gretmenlerde motivasyon kaybina

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1001277 d



LGS'de Dil Bilgisi Sorularinin Gerekliligi Uzerine...

yol agtig1, ozellikle 6grencilerin sinavda soru gelmeyecek bir konuyu 6grenmeye
kars1 direng gosterdikleri vurgulanmustir.

Elde edilen sonuglara gore dil bilgisi dilin ayr1 bir pargas: gibi diistiniilmemeli;
baglam olusturmak, sozciikler, ciimleler ve pargalar arasinda anlam ilgisi kurmak,
okudugunu anlamak, anladigini yazili ve sozlii olarak ifade etmek igin dil bilgisi-
nin temel diizeyde biliniyor olmas: gerekmektedir. Boylu, Ustabulut & Inal (2022)
¢alismalarinda dil bilgisi 6grenme inancinin, dil bilgisinin iyi bir sekilde 6grenil-
mesinde etkili oldugunu belirlemislerdir. Bu anlamda dil bilgisinin ana dilin ayr1
parcast olmadig1 ve ana dilin bilingli kullanimt igin dil bilgisinin énemli oldugu
ditsiincesi 6grencilere kazandirilmalidir. Katilimeilar, LGSde 8. siniflarda iglenen
tiim dil bilgisi konularina yonelik sorulara yer verilmesi gerektigini ifade etmekle
beraber sinavda dil bilgisinin en az %30 orana sahip olmasi gerektigini belirtmis-
lerdir.

Calismada ulagilan sonuglar, Aytas ve Cegen’in (2010) “Dil kullanimini dog-
ru, diizgiin ve sistemli héle getirmesi, dil bilgisi 6gretimini gerekli kilmaktadir”;
Yagmur Sahin ve Abacrnin (2019) “.. iyi bir dil bilgisi 6gretimi sayesinde gelece-
¢in teminati olan 6grencilerimiz, ana dilinin zenginliklerinin farkina vararak ana
dilini daha iyi kullanacak, daha zengin bir Tiirk¢eye sahip olacak, ¢evreyle daha
iyi iletisim kurabileceklerdir” goriisleriyle uyum saglamaktadir. Caligmada bazi
katilimcilarin dil bilgisi sorularinin diger sorularla birlikte ele alinarak Tiirkgenin
ayrilmaz bir pargasi oldugunun 6grencilere kavratilmasi gerektigi goriisii Cegen ve
Aytagin (2008) dil bilgisi becerisinin metne dayal1 egitim verilmek suretiyle gelis-
tirilebilecegi ve Gozlet ve Cifcinin (2021) dil bilgisi ana dili egitiminde temel dil
becerilerinin gelisimi ve bireyin bu becerileri etkin kullanimi i¢in gereklidir goriis-
leriyle uyum goéstermektedir. Katilimcilarin dil bilgisi 6gretiminin ana dili dersinin
dogal bir pargasi olmasi ve bu baglamda se¢me sinavlarinda 6grencilerin bu ko-
nulardan sorumlu olmalarinin da ayni sekilde gerekli oldugu gériisii, Dolunay’in
(2010) dil bilgisi 6gretiminin bir amag degil 6grencilere dort temel dil becerisini
kazandirmada yararlanilabilecek bir arag oldugu goriisiiyle de uyum gostermek-
tedir. Caligmada elde edilen LGSde dil bilgisi sorularina yer verilmesi gerektigini
sonucu Yaman ve Karaaslan (2010) ile Eksi, Kir ve Benzer’in (2021) 6gretmenlerin
dil bilgisi 6gretimini gerekli bulduklar1 goriisleriyle uyumludur. Dil bilgisi kaza-
nimlarinin LGSde yeterli diizeyde temsil edilmedigi sonucu da Benzer’in (2019)
merkezi sinavlar ile gretim programinin uyusmadig1 sonucuyla ortiigmektedir.

Calismada ulasilan sonuglardan hareketle 6grencilere dil bilgisinin dilin dogal
ve 6nemli bir parcast oldugu aktarilmals, dil bilgisi 6gretiminin sinavlara hazirlik
i¢in degil, ana dilini daha nitelikli kullanmak i¢in yapilmas: gerektigi kavratilma-
lidir. Bununla birlikte 6gretimi yapilan dil bilgisi konularina liselere gecis sinav-
larinda yeterli ve dengeli sekilde yer verilmesi konusunda gerekli diizenlemeler
yapilmalidur.
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TESEKKUR VE AGIKLAMALAR
Calismamiza katki saglayan tiim katilimcilara tesekkiir ederiz.
Cikar Catismasi

Makalenin yazarlar1 arasinda, ¢aligma kapsaminda herhangi bir kisisel ve fi-
nansal ¢ikar catigmasi bulunmamaktadir.

Yazar Katkis1
Katki Diizeyi 1. Yazar: %60 - 2. Yazar: %40
KAYNAKLAR

Aytas, G. & Cecen, M. A. (2010). Ana dili egitiminde dil bilgisi 6gretiminin yeri ve Gnemi. TUBAR-XXVII, 77-89.

Batur, Z, Ulutag, M. & Beyret, T. N. (2019). 2018 LGS Turkge sorularinin PISA okuma becerileri hedefleri agisindan
incelenmesi. Milll EGitim, 48(1), 595-615.

Benzer, A. (2019). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminde 6gretim programi, ders kitabi ve merkezi sinav ¢ikmazi. The Journal of
Academic Social Science Studies, 76(GUz), 291-323.

Biber, A. G, Tuna, A, Uysal, R. & Kabuklu, U. N. (2018). Liselere gecis sinavinin drnek matematik sorularina ve yeni
sinav sistemine dair destekleme ve yetistirme kursu matematik dgretmenlerinin gérisleri. Asya Ogretim
Dergisi, 6(2), 63-80.

Boyly, E, Ustabulut, M. Y. & inal, E. (2022). Grammar-learning beliefs of students who learn Turkish as a foreing
language. International Journal of Psychology and Educational Studies, 9(1), 32-50. Creswell, ). W. (2007).
Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches (2. Baski). SAGE Publications.

Cecen, M. A. & Aytas, G. (2008). Metne dayali dil bilgisi 6gretiminin sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin dil bilgisi basarisina
etkisi. Yazunci Vil Universitesi, Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, V(1), 133-149.

GCegen, M. A. & Mete, G. (2011). 6-8. siniflarda dil bilgisi etkinliklerine iliskin 6gretmen gorUsleri. Dicle Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitist Dergisi, 3(5), 47-62.

Celik, Z. (20M). Ortaddretime gegis sinav sistemleri ve politikalari. 21. yizyilda Tdrkiye'nin egitim ve bilim
politikalari. 21. YUzyilda Turkiye'nin Egitim ve Bilim Politikalari Sempozyumu’nda sunulmus sézlU bildiri. 10-11
Aralik 201, Ankara.

Dolunay, S. K. (2010). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminin amaci ve dnemi. Turkluk Bilimi Arastirmalari, 27, 275-284.

Ekinci Celikpazu, E. (2019). Dilin temelislevi ve Thrkcenin yapisi agisindan 2018 Turkce Dersi Ogretim Programi’ndaki
dil bilgisi kazanimlarinin asamaliligl. Erzincan Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 21(2), 107-125. https:/doi.
0rg/1017556/erziefd 466384

Eksi, S, Kir N, ve Benzer A. (2021). Dil bilgisi 6gretimine iliskin 6gretmen ve Ggrenci gorusleri. Recep Tayyip
Erdogan Universitesi Egitim Fakilltesi Dergisi (REFAD), 1(1), 58-79

Erden, B. (2020). Turkce, matematik ve fen bilimleri dersi beceri temelli sorularina iliskin 6gretmen gorusleri. AJER
- Academia Egitim Arastirmalari Dergisi, 5(2), 270-292.

Gozlet, D. ve Cifci, M. (2021). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminin Turkce editimindeki yeri. Homeros, 4(1), 11-20. https:/doi.
0rg9/10.33390/homeros.4.1.02

Karakaya, F, Bulut, A. E. & Yilmaz, M. (2020). Fen lisesi 6gretmenlerinin TEOG ve LGS sistemlerine yonelik gorusleri.
Ihlara EGitim Arastirmalari Dergisi, 5(1), 116-126.

Kertil, M., Gllbagcl Dede, H. & Gllen Ulusoy, E. (2021). Skill-based mathematics questions: What do middle school
mathematics teachers think about and how do they implement them? Turkish Journal of Computer and
Mathematics Education, 12(1), 151-186. https://doi.org/10.16949/turkbilmat. 774651

Kizkapan, 0, & Nacarogly, O. (2019). Fen bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin merkezi sinavlara (LGS) iligkin gorusleri.
Nevsehir Hacl Bektas Veli Universitesi SBE Dergisi, 9(2), 701-719.

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1001277 d



LGS'de Dil Bilgisi Sorularinin Gerekliligi Uzerine..

Korkmaz, C, & Sahin, M. (2019). Liselere kayit sistemine yénelik 6Gretmen gortsleri. Mustafa Kemal Universitesi
Editim Fakiltesi Dergisi, 3(4), 9-20.

Kuzy, Y, Kuzu, O. & Gelbal, S. (2019). TEOG ve LGS sistemlerinin 6grenci, 6gretmen, veli ve dgretmen velilerin
qgorusleri acisindan incelenmesi. Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiis Dergisi (REUSBED), 1, 112-130.
https://doi.org/10.31592/aeusbed.559002.

Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. (2015). Nitel veri analizi: Genisletilmis bir kaynak kitap. S. Akbaba Altun ve A. Ersoy
(Cev. £ds). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

MEB. (2018). 1-8. Siniflar Turkce Dersi Ogretim Programi. Ankara: Milli Egitim Bakanlig.

MEB. (2019). Turkce Dersi Ogretim Programi (ilkokul ve Ortaokul 1,2, 3,4, 5, 6,7 ve 8. Siniflar). Ankara: MEB Yayinlari.

Sad, S.N. & Sahiner, Y. S. (2016). Temel egitimden ortadgretime gecis (TEOG) sistemine iliskin 6grenci, 6gretmen ve
veli gorusleri. Elementary Education Online, 15(1), 53-76. https://doi.org/10.17051/i0.2016.78720

Sivkin, S, Aksoy, V. C. & Giir Erdodan, D. (2020). LGS'de sorulan PISA tarzi matematik sorularini dogru cevaplama ile
okudugunu anlama arasindaki iliskinin 6gretmen gériislerine gore degerlendirilmesi. Sakarya Universitesi
Editim Fakiltesi Dergisi, 20(2), 148-159.

Yaman, H. ve Karaaslan, F. (2010). Ilkagretim Ttirkce dersi programina gore dil bilgisi 6gretiminin etkililigi: nitel bir
arastirma. Turkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 14, 251-269.

Yagmur Sahin, E. & Abaci, E. (2019). Dil bilgisi dgretiminin ¢nemi, amaclar ve ilkeleri: Bir literatr ¢zeti. Egitim
Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar Dergisi, 5(3), 286-294.

Boyly, E, Ustabulut, M. Y. & inal, E. (2022). Grammar-learning beliefs of students who learn Turkish as a foreing
language. International Journal of Psychology and Educational Studies, 9(1), 32-50.

Yin, R. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods. (3. Basim). California: Sage Publications.

Yildinim, A. ve Simsek, H. (2016). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel arastirma yéntemleri. Ankara: Seckin Yayincilik.

OMU EFD, 2022, Cilt 41, Sayi 1, Sayfa:275-310



Taskin SOYSAL, Haluk GUNGOR

TEACHERS’ OPINIONS ON THE NECESSITY OF GRAMMAR QUESTIONS IN THE LGS
ABSTRACT:

Grammar is the science that reveals the rules by examining the language in terms
of sound, form, vocabulary, sentence meaning, and structure. Grammar teaching is
started through mother tongue lessons from the first stages of education. On the other
hand, there are discussions about whether to include grammar questions in the High
School Entrance Exam (LGS). In addition to the view that grammar is a natural part of
the language, it is not necessary to deal with it as a separate section in the exams, there
are also opinions that grammar should be asked as separate questions in order to create
learning motivation. The aim of this study is to reveal the opinions of Turkish teachers
on the necessity of grammar questions in the LGS. The study group of the research is
twenty Turkish teachers who have given or are giving lectures in the 8th grade; , who
have taken or are taking part in support and training courses and provincial questi-
on writing commissions, and have prepared or are preparing questions or content for
private publishing houses. The research data were obtained through semi-structured
interviews. The interviews were conducted through a semi-structured interview form
created by the researchers under the guidance of field experts and were made throu-
gh the Zoom and Google Meet programs due to the pandemic measures. According
to the results obtained in the study, opinions emerged to the effect that the grammar
questions taught at all levels of secondary school, especially in the 8th grades, should
find answers in the LGS, that the number of existing grammar questions in the LGS is
insufficient, that the number of LGS grammar questions should be at least 30% of the
Turkish test, and that the grammar questions should be considered as a whole with
meaning questions rather than being asked as a separate section.

Keywords: Grammar, High School Entrance System, LGS, The Outcomes Of
Grammar.

e e

LGS'DE DIL BILGISI SORULARININ GEREKLILIGI UZERINE OGRETMEN
GORUSLERI

0z

Dil bilgisi; dili ses, bi¢cim, s6z varligi, ciimle anlami ve yapisi gibi bakimlardan in-
celeyerek kurallarini ortaya koyan bilim dalidir. Dil bilgisi 6gretimi egitim-6gretimin
ilk kademelerinden itibaren ana dili dersleri yoluyla baslatiimaktadir. Buna kargilik
LGSde dil bilgisi sorularinin yer alip almamasina yonelik tartigmalar mevcuttur. Dil
bilgisinin dilin dogal bir parcasi olmasi sebebiyle sinavlarda ayri bir boliim olarak ele
almmasina gerek olmadig1 goriisiiniin yani sira dil bilgisi 6gretiminin 6grenme moti-
vasyonu olusmasi bakimindan ayri sorular olarak sorulmasi gerektigi tizerine goriisler
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de mevcuttur. Bu ¢aliymanin amaci LGS dil bilgisi sorularinin gerekliligi tizerine Tiirk-
¢e 6gretmenlerinin goriiglerini ortaya koymaktir. Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunu 8. si-
niflarda ders vermis ya da veriyor olan; destekleme ve yetistirme kurslarinda, il soru
yazma komisyonlarinda gorev almis ya da aliyor olan ve 6zel yayinevlerine soru veya
igerik hazirlamis ya da hazirliyor olan yirmi Tiirk¢e 6gretmeni olusturmustur. Aragtir-
ma verileri yar1 yapilandirilmis gériismeler yoluyla elde edilmistir. Goriismeler, aras-
tirmacilar tarafindan alan uzmanlarinin rehberliginde olusturulan yar1 yapilandirilmis
gorisme formu yoluyla gerceklestirilmis ve salgin tedbirleri sebebiyle Zoom ve Google
Meet programi aracilifiyla yapilmigtir. Caligmada ulagilan sonuglara gore 8. siniflarda
daha yogun olmak {izere ortaokulun tiim kademelerinde 6gretilen dil bilgisi sorulari-
nin LGSde kargilik bulmasi, LGSde yer verilen mevcut dil bilgisi soru sayisinin yetersiz
oldugu, LGS dil bilgisi soru sayisinin Tiirkge testinin en az %30’luk kismini olugturma-
s1, dil bilgisi sorularinin ayri bir béliim gibi sorulmasindan ziyade anlam sorulariyla
birlikte bir biitiin olarak ele alinmasi gerektigi goriisleri ortaya ¢ikmuistir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Dil Bilgisi, Liselere Gegis Sistemi, LGS, Dil Bilgisi Kazanimlar.
kR

INTRODUCTION

After eight years of uninterrupted education, students want to be placed in a
secondary education institution in line with their interests, wishes, and needs; this
situation leads to the emergence of a more intense interest towards certain schools.
“While individuals desire to transition from primary education to secondary edu-
cation and from there to higher education in order to benefit as much as possible
from the benefits of their education, states are trying to meet this need and incre-
ase the number of schools that will provide education that will increase the quality
of the individuals they need” (Kizkapan & Nacaroglu, 2019, p. 702). Sad and $a-
hiner (2016) stated that in order to meet the high demand for these institutions in
high school and university preferences, an objective measurement and evaluation
system is needed that accurately measures the knowledge levels of the students
who take the exam and their predisposition to the field.

In meeting this need in Turkey, the national-level central assessment-evaluati-
on exams held by the Ministry of National Education for the selection of students
for secondary education institutions have survived to the present day by undergo-
ing many changes. “Five different exam systems were applied between 1998 and
2018. These are the High School Entrance Exam (LGS 1999-2003), the Secondary
Education Institutions Selection and Placement Exam (OKS 2004-2006), the Pla-
cement Exam for 6th, 7th and 8th grades (SBS 2007-2013), the Transition from
Basic Education to Secondary Education (TEOG 2014-2017), and the LGS (2018)
which is applied only in 8th grade” (Celik, 2011). The LGS continues to be imple-
mented in 2021 as well. With the LGS, which was put into practice in 2018 and is
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still in effect, participation in the exam has been removed from being compulsory,
and in this context, schools have been included in two separate categories: those
who take students through the exam and those who take students according to the
address-based system. In the first session of the LGS, which is held in two separate
sessions, a verbal section exam is given. In this section, 75 minutes are allowed for
50 questions, namely Turkish (20 questions), T.R. History of the Revolution and
Kemalism (10 questions), Religious Culture and Moral Knowledge (10 questions),
and Foreign Language (English) (10 questions). In the second session, a numerical
section exam is given. In this section, 80 minutes are given for 40 questions, inclu-
ding Mathematics (20 questions) and Science (20 questions).

It is seen that the LGS is different from previous knowledge-based and rote-ba-
sed exams, and it is aimed at individuals who are information literate and can in-
terpret the information they obtain and manage their own learning process instead
of memorizing information. The main reason for this is that “until 2018, exams for
high school placement in Turkey were generally knowledge-based and based on
memorization. However, these exams were far from reading comprehension and
questioning skills. In addition, when the students could not achieve the desired
success in the international exams that measure reading comprehension, criticism
began to be made about the high school entrance exams” (Batur, Ulutas, & Beyret,
2019, p. 600). Biber, Tuna, Uysal and Kabuklu (2018) stated that the LGS questions
were prepared with an understanding based on interpretation and far from me-
morizing. In today’s world, students should not be given ready-made information,
but the ways of accessing information should be taught (Korkmaz & $ahin, 2019).

It is seen that the grammar acquisitions included in the Turkish Language Cur-
riculum (MEB, 2019) are prepared in a spiral manner in a sequential structure. The
questions that students are asked to answer in the LGS should be prepared from the
subjects and acquisitions transferred to them during the four-year secondary scho-
ol education. Thus, the integrity that the curriculum emphasizes for the teaching
carried out will also be ensured during the measurement and evaluation phase.

The grammar questions in the LGS, which started to be implemented in 2018,
and the subjects and acquisitions that the questions are related to are given in Table
1.
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Table 1. The number of LGS grammar questions and the subjects and acquisi-
tions related to the questions

Exam Year Number of Subject Acquisition
Questions
a. T.8.3.8. Identifies the incoherencies in the
text.
Incoherencies are emphasized in terms of
grammar.

a. Incoherency
2018 3 b. Sentence Types
c. Gerundials

b. TB84.19. Recognizes sentence types.
Conceptual definitions are not included.

c. T.8.3.9. Comprehends the functions of the
gerundials in the sentence.

The types of gerundials are recognized.
Suffixes are not memorized.

a. T.8.3.8. Identifies the incoherencies in the

text.
Incoherencies are emphasized in terms of
grammar.
a. Incoherency
2019 3 b. Gerundials b. T.8.39. Comprehends the functions of the
c. Sentence Types gerundials in the sentence.
The types of gerundials are recognized.
Suffixes are not memorized.
c. T.8419. Recognizes sentence types.
Conceptual definitions are not included.
a. T.8.4.18. Distinguishes the elements of the
sentence.
a. The elements of the
2020 5 sentence b. T.83.9. Comprehends the functions of the
b. Gerundials gerundials in the sentence.

The types of gerundials are recognized. Suffixes
are not memorized.

As can be seen in Table 1, the grammar questions asked in the LGS cover the
8th grade topics and acquisitions. Three questions were asked from grammar in the
2018 and 2019 LGS, and two questions were asked in the 2020 LGS. However, due
to the global pandemic in 2021, grammar questions were not included in the 2021
LGS, since the education was mainly carried out remotely (online).

In addition to the studies emphasizing that grammar teaching is necessary and
important (Aytas & Cegen, 2010; Dolunay, 2010; Yagmur $ahin & Abaci, 2019),
there are also opinions emphasizing that students should become competent in
reading, writing, speaking and listening rather than grammar. In this context, there
are debates on whether it is necessary or unnecessary to include grammar questi-
ons in the LGS.

Studies in the literature that previously consulted the opinions of academics,
teachers, students and parents about exams (Cecen & Mete, 2011; Erden, 2020;
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Kuzu, Kuzu, & Gelbal, 2019; Kertil, Giilbagc1 Dede & Giilen Ulusoy, 2021; Karaka-
ya, Bulut, & Yilmaz, 2020; Sivkin, Aksoy, & Erdogan, 2020; Ekinci Celikpazu, 2019)
are available. In addition to the findings of previous studies, the aim of this study
is to draw a framework for the necessity of whether grammar questions should be
included in the exams.

For this purpose, the sub-problems of the research were formed as follows:

1. According to Turkish teachers, are the grammar acquisitions included in the
Turkish Curriculum adequately represented in the LGS?

2. Are the grammar questions asked in the LGS appropriate for the level of the
student?

3. Do you think that grammar questions should be included in the LGS? Why?

4. If they are necessary, do you think the current number of grammar questions
in the LGS is sufficient?

METHOD
Research Model

In this study, in which teachers’ opinions were obtained on the necessity of
grammar questions in the LGS, a case study, which is one of the qualitative resear-
ch designs, was used. Creswell (2007) defines the case study as “a qualitative resear-
ch approach in which the researcher examines one or more limited cases over time
with data collection tools that include multiple sources (observations, interviews,
audio-visuals, documents, reports), and in which cases and case-related themes
are defined”. Yin (1984) expressed the case study as an empirical research method
that studies a current phenomenon within its own real-life framework (content),
and that is used in situations where the boundaries between the phenomenon and
the content it is in are not clear-cut and more than one source of evidence or data
is available. “Departing from the aspects that differ from other types of research,
it is possible to say that the case study is a research method that is based on the
questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ and allows the researcher to examine a phenomenon
or event in depth that he cannot control” (Yildirim & Simsek, 2016, p. 289). In this
study, it was deemed appropriate to benefit from the case study, as it was aimed to
discuss in detail the teachers’ opinions on the necessity of grammar questions in
the LGS.
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Study group

The purposive sampling method was used while determining the participants
of the study, since they were thought to have rich knowledge about the subject.
Accordingly, the participants are Turkish teachers who have taught or are teac-
hing classes in the 8th grade, have taken part in or are taking part in support and
training courses, have taken part in or are actively working in the MEB question
writing commissions, and have prepared or preparing questions or content for pri-
vate publishing houses. A total of 20 Turkish teachers were interviewed, with 5
participants in each group. Information about the participants is given in Table 2.

Table 2. Information about the participants in the study

Participant Contribution to the S5tudy Professional Gender Age Education
Seniority Status
Fi Participated / participating  5-10 years M 25 Bachelor’s
in the MEB gquestion
writing commission
F2 Participated / participating  15-20 years F 33 Bachelor’s
in the MEB question
writing commission
P3 Participated/ participating  15-20 years M 40 Postgraduate
in the MEB question
writing commission
P4 Participated / participating  5-10 vears M 26  Bachelor's
in the MEB question
writing commission
P5 Participated / participating 20 vears and F 48 Postgraduate
in the MEE question above
writing commission
Fo Participated / participating 1-5 vears F 24 Bachelor’s
in suppeort and training
courses
P7 Participated/ participating  5-10 vears M 26 Bachelor’s

in support and training

courses

Ps Participated / participating 20 vears and F 50  Bachelor's
in support and training above
Ccourses

Po Participated/ participating  1-5 years M 25 Bachelor’s
in support and training
courses

P10 Participated / participating  5-10 vears M 26 Bachelor's
in support and training
Courses

F11 Teaching/taught Turkish 5-10 years F 28 Bachelor’s
lessons in Sth grade
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P12 Teaching/taught Turkish 5-10 years M 30 Postgraduate
lessons in 8th grade

P13 Teaching/taught Turkish 15-20 years F 41  Bachelor's
lessons in 8th grade

P14 Teaching/taught Turkish 5-10 years F 32 Postgraduate
lessons in 8th grade

P15 Teaching/taught Turkish 20 years and M 47  Bachelor's
lessons in 8th grade above

P16 Prepares/ prepared 20 years and F 52 Bachelor’s
questions and content for above
private publishing houses

P17 Prepares/ prepared 5-10 years M 31  Bachelor's
questions and content for
private publishing houses

P18 Prepares/ prepared 1-5 years F 29 Postgraduate
questions and content for
private publishing houses

P19 Prepares/ prepared 10-15 years F 42 Bachelor's
questions and content for
private publishing houses

P20 Prepares/ prepared 20 years and F 44 Bachelor's

questions and content for above

private publishing houses

Data Collection Tools

A semi-structured interview form was used to obtain the opinions of the tea-
chers who participated in the research. The interview form prepared by the rese-
archers consists of 12 questions, and 6 of these questions are aimed at collecting
information about the participants, while the remaining 6 aim to obtain teachers’
opinions on the necessity of grammar questions in the LGS, in accordance with the
objectives of the study. Expert opinion was obtained in the preparation of the qu-
estions in the interview form; in this context, the opinions of four academicians, of
whom two work actively in the field of measurement and evaluation and two work
in the field of Turkish education, were consulted. As a result of the guidance of the
field experts, the interview form was given its final form. The interview forms were
sent to the participants via e-mail before the interview, and the participants were
also allowed to see the form in written form in order to avoid any misunderstan-
dings that may occur during the interview.

Interview Process

The collection of the research data was carried out online due to the ongoing
global pandemic. The Google Meet and Zoom programs were used to conduct the
online interviews. The online interviews were conducted with each of the partici-
pants at a predetermined time, and each interview lasted an average of 25 minutes.
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The interviews were recorded with the knowledge of the participant, and then the
necessary analyses were made on these records.

Analysis of Data

Content analysis of the data obtained from the interviews with Turkish teachers
was made. As a result of examining the audio recordings of the twenty participants,
each question in the teacher interview form was classified into main themes and
sub-themes. The data were coded into the relevant themes and then interpreted.

Validity, Reliability, and Ethics

The opinions of the teachers obtained through the interview form were subje-
cted to content analysis by two different researchers. The consistency between the
content analysis carried out by both researchers was calculated according to the
formula of Miles and Huberman (2015): Percentage of Consensus = Consensus /
(Agreement + Disagreement) * 100. In the calculation, the reliability was found to
be 92%. Evaluations were made on the remaining 8% and a consensus was reached.
It was decided unanimously by the Gazi University Ethics Commission at its me-
eting dated 03.08.2021 and numbered 12 that the study was ethically appropriate.

FINDINGS
Findings Regarding the 1st Research Question
The codes that emerged in the 1st question of the research are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Representation of grammar subjects in the LGS

Codes Participants N Percentage
Sufficient P4, P10, P11, P14, P18 5 25
Unbalanced P2, P6, P9, P15 4 20
Insufficient P1, P3, P5, P7, P8, P12, 11 55

P13, P16, P17, P19, P20

When Table 3 is examined, it is seen that more than 50% of the participants
think that the grammar subjects given in the curriculum are not adequately rep-
resented in the curriculum. While five participants stated that they are sufficient,
four participants stated that there is an imbalance in this regard. Among the par-
ticipants, P2 stated,
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“In this regard, it can be said that they were represented except for the last two
or three LGS . But the fact that there are subjects in the program about which ques-
tions are not asked (like the verb voices) and that the teacher spends time on this is
nothing but a waste of time”” She stated that in her opinion, the imbalance between
the grammar subjects taught and the grammar questions in the LGS is a waste of
time in terms of education.

Another participant, P6 said,

“No, considering the time and energy we spent on giving the 8th grade acquisi-
tions, asking only one question from the subjects of the gerundials, the elements of
the sentence, the verb voices, and the sentence types shows that there is no balance
in this matter. For myself, since there is only one question in the LGS, I now use
my time for questions of meaning and reasoning in the text” In her opinion, it is
seen that the current imbalance causes loss of labor, and that due to the problem
of representation, some subjects are emphasized while others are taught more su-
perficially.

According to P8,

“Unfortunately it is not. In general, grammar acquisitions occupy most of the
time of all Turkish teachers and students in the 8th grade for Turkish lessons. In the
LGS, the fact that all grammar is included with 3 or 4 questions leads to not giving
the necessary importance to other acquisitions and wasting the effort and time
spent throughout the year” She stated that the current imbalance caused by the
representation problem affects the educational activities and that although gram-
mar teaching takes a lot of time, it causes time and effort to be wasted because it
does not find an answer in the exam.

The following views of P9, another participant whose views were sought in the
study, are also important in terms of determining the situation:

“A problem arises when the continuity of education is considered. Subjects such
as gerundials, sentence elements, sentence types, and verb voice are also present in
the ninth grade. They cover the same topics in both 8th and 9th grades. The questi-
ons support the gains, but the subjects are unnecessarily intense. While measuring
the four basic skills of Turkish, we are choking children with grammar topics. The
number of questions is low, but the time spent on this is a lot”

It is seen that P9 stated that despite a large amount of time spent on them due
to the intensity of grammar topics, the low number of grammar questions in the
exam presents a contradiction. He stated that this situation creates an unnecessary
intensity in terms of grammar topics, and the time that can be used for the four
basic skills is transferred here unnecessarily.
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Findings Regarding the 2nd Research Question
The codes that emerged in the 2nd question of the research are given in Table 4.

Table 4.Appropriateness of LGS grammar questions for student level

Codes Parlicipanls N Percenlage
Appropriateness P1, P2, P4, P5, P7, P9,
P10, P11, P12, P13, P14, 15 75
P15, P16, P18, P19
Inappropriateness 5 25

P3, P6, P8, P17, P20

When Table 4 is examined, it is seen that 75% of the participants stated that the
grammar questions asked in the LGS were appropriate for the level of the student.
The five participants who stated that the LGS grammar questions were not approp-
riate for the level of the student had different opinions on this issue. Accordingly,

Pe,

“When we look at the 2018, 2019, 2020 LGS grammar questions, we see that
they are not very challenging. However, I think the questions should be asked at
a simpler level. For example, if the gerundial question is to be asked, it would be
more appropriate to ask the difference between a verb and gerundial without going
into sub-types.” She stated that the LGS grammar questions should question whet-
her students know the subject at a basic level.

P17,

“After such intensive grammar teaching, I think that the grammar questions
that will be presented to the students in the exam should be discriminatory. Un-
fortunately, the questions asked in the past years did not have this discrimination.”
Contrary to P6’s view, it is seen that the intensity of grammar teaching should be
reciprocated in the exam, and therefore the discrimination of the questions should
be higher than their current versions.

Among the opinions stating that the grammar questions asked in the LGS are
appropriate for the level of the student, P2’s opinion is striking:

“I think that the questions asked are generally appropriate for the level of the
student. I think that especially the students who answer these questions are at a
high level in the Turkish course” With these comments, P2 stated that students
who correctly answer the grammar questions can have high-level thinking skills,
and that there are students who can make analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.
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As another of the answers received related to the second research question, P11
stated,

“The degree of difficulty varies according to the topics, but I don’t think the
questions are too challenging” Therefore, unlike P2, she stated that it is not very
difficult to solve the grammar questions asked in the LGS.

Findings Regarding the 3rd Research Question

The codes that emerged in question number 3 of the research are given in Table
5 and Table 6.

Table 5.The necessity of grammar questions in the LGS

Codes Participants N Percentage

They should be included  P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7, P8, P10, P11, 18 90
P12, P14, P15, P16, P17, P18, P19, P20

They should nol be 2 10

included P9, P13

In Table 5, the codes that emerged on whether or not LGS grammar questions
should be included are given. Accordingly, it was seen that all participants, except
for two participants, emphasized that it is necessary to include grammar questions
in the LGS. As one of those who expressed the opposite opinion on this issue, P9
expressed the view that,

“They should definitely not be included. Instead, it is necessary to increase the
text type, spelling, and punctuation questions.”

As an example of the views expressing the inclusion of grammar questions in
the LGS, P1 expressed the opinion that,

“They must be included, because a person who does not know the rules of
the language cannot achieve the desired performance in reading comprehension.
Language is a whole with everything that exists. Language is alive. Like the human
body. If we neglect the care of any of our organs, the pain comes from the whole
body. Ignoring the grammatical rules of the language leads to problems”. With
this view, P1 emphasized that language should be considered as a whole and that
grammar is a natural part of it.

According to P2,

“In my opinion, they should be included because I have the idea that not
knowing the grammar that forms the basis of a language causes the logic of the
language to be misunderstood” She stated that language cannot be understood
without grammar.
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In P6’s opinion,

“Grammar questions should be asked in the LGS. However, these questions
should be asked by dissolving them in meaning, not in the formula-solution rela-
tionship in numerical lessons. For example, I think that the verb voice should be
asked not as active-passive at the root of the question, but as ‘Which one was done
by someone else?” She pointed out that grammar should be handled in context
rather than being a set of rules.

According to P12,

“They should definitely be included. Grammar questions should consist of ru-
les that children will use in daily life. For example, writing a petition, writing the
minutes, the writing of capital letters, etc., but the gerundial may not be necessary”
With these comments, it was emphasized that grammar should be made a neces-
sity by considering it as a need in daily life.

Table 6. The reasons why grammar questions are necessary in the LGS

Codes Participants N Percentage

Discrimination P1, P6, P8, P11, P14 5 30

Necessity P2, P5, P17 3 10

Success P3, P15, P18, P9 4 20

Correcl use of language P4, P7, P10, P12, P13, 8 40
P16, P19, P20

»

When Table 6 is examined, it is seen that the codes of “discrimination’, “ne-
cessity”, “success” and “correct use of lAanguage” emerged. The opinions of the
teachers in the discrimination code emphasized that these questions should be
included in the exams in order to reciprocate the grammar teaching and that the
students who answer these questions correctly should have achieved a certain disc-

rimination. As an example of these views, P1 stated,

“After all, there is an effort spent, there is the issue of distinguishing betwe-
en those who have studied and those who have not studied. Grammar questions
should be included in the LGS in order to create determinative questions.”

According to P6,

"8th grade students do not show interest in a subject which has no or few qu-
estions in the LGS, and rightly so. A student who takes the exam as a focal point
thinks, ‘It is unnecessary if it is not asked. or ‘Why should I learn if it is not asked?’
Unfortunately, this issue comes up when the logic of the exam is not to determine

> 11

what and how much the student has learned, but to ‘eliminate’
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In P8’s view,

“It would be unreasonable not to ask questions about the subjects that the stu-
dent has learned by spending a long time and effort throughout the year. In additi-
on, the fact that there is a grammar acquisition in the program but no questions are
asked in the LGS will cause indifference towards the Turkish lesson.”

As can be seen, the teachers whose opinions were related to the discrimination
code stated that a taught subject should naturally appear in front of the students in
the exams, and that therefore, it is necessary to measure whether the students have
made the relevant acquisitions or not. Furthermore, three participants emphasized
the necessity of grammar teaching, while four participants expressed the view that
grammar is a criterion for success. Eight participants expressed the opinion that
grammar is necessary for the correct use of language. As an example of the afore-
mentioned views, P4 stated,

“Grammar knowledge should be included so that they can learn the rules of the
language and use the language more properly”

According to P7,

“Grammar is the backbone of Turkish. We cannot expect a student who does
not know the grammar rules to understand a sentence or paragraph. Turkish is an
inseparable whole as reading, listening, speaking, writing and grammar”

In P10’s opinion,

“The language rules should be included for them to learn them and use them
more properly”

P12 stated,

“Children should know the rules of our language and have language awareness.
Especially spelling rules, punctuation marks. Therefore, this knowledge should be
measured in the exam.”

In P19’s view,

“Grammar is one of the basic building blocks of Turkish education or language
education in general. Since grammar is taught to improve students’ linguistic and
mental skills, it is a tool rather than a purpose for language education. Accordingly,
grammar questions must also be included so that we can fully evaluate students’
Turkish language integrity and their basic Turkish skills such as reading, compre-
hension, and expression.”
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Findings Regarding the 4th Research Question

The codes that emerged in question number 4 of the research are given in Table

7.
Table 7.Adequacy of the number of LGS grammar questions
Codes Participants N Percent
Sufficient P1, P3, P6, P11, P14, P18 6 30
Insufficient P2, P4, P5, P7, P8, P10, P12, 12 60
P13, P15, P16, P19, P20
Excess B, 17 2 10

When Table 7 is examined, it is seen that the “sufficiency”, “insufficiency” and
“excess” codes were obtained depending on research question number 4. It is seen
that two of the participants declared that the number of questions was too high.
Of these P9 stated that the grammar questions should be gradually reset, saying,

“There are too many questions. They should be reduced and gradually reset.
Questions related to punctuation, spelling, and text types should be increased.”

There were six participants who stated that the current number of grammar
questions asked in the LGS was sufficient. Twelve of the participants stated that
the number of questions was insufficient. Participants P12 and P13 stated that they
thought that a ratio should be observed in the number of questions, and in this
context, that the number of grammar questions to be asked in the LGS should be at
least 30% of the total. As an example of the opinions of other participants,

P6 stated,

“All acquisitions must be questioned. This does not mean that the number of
questions will increase. For example, in questions such as "Which one is about
the language and expression of the text..., questions about four outcomes can be
asked. This can also be applied to grammar. Instead of asking the gerundial form
separately, sentence types can be asked. In order to be able to answer the sentences
according to the structure of the sentence types, you need to know the gerundial.
Two outcomes can be asked with a single question. Or, the student has to know the
elements of the sentence in order to answer the punctuation question about the
comma used to indicate the subject that is far from the verb. In this case, they do
not have to ask separate item questions. If the question asked under the heading of
incoherency is asked about the word inconsistency, the outcome about the voice
of the verb will be asked at the same time. It is possible to multiply the examples.
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In this sense, the content should be enriched rather than the number of questions,
and two birds should be killed with one stone, so to speak” She emphasized with
these statements that all grammar acquisitions could be addressed and that the
number of questions would be sufficient.

In P7’s opinion,

“There are 3 or 4 grammar questions in the current system. This number can
be updated to 5 or 6. At least one question can be asked from all given grammar
acquisitions.” With these words, he stated that students should be asked questions
from all grammar subjects taught in the 8th grade.

According to P10,

“I think the existing grammar questions in the LGS are not enough. Even if
only in terms of providing motivation for the exam in the lessons, at least the gram-
matical acquisitions of the seventh and eighth grades should be included in the
LGS?” With his words, he stated that in terms of ensuring integrity in grammar
expression, questions can also be asked about the acquisitions related to grammar
subjects taught in the lower classes.

In P19’s view,

“I think they are insufficient because questions should come from every subject
taught to the student. Children are responsible for five units, but questions appear
from two or three units. This is not enough as it stands.” She emphasized that LGS
grammar questions should be increased in order to cover all the acquisitions in the
program and that at least five questions should be asked in this sense.

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

According to the results of this study, in which teachers’ opinions were obtained
on the necessity of grammar questions in the LGS, they stated that the grammar
acquisitions in the Turkish teachers’ curriculum (MEB, 2019) were not adequately
represented in the LGS and that the grammar acquisitions showed an uneven dist-
ribution. Regarding the compatibility of LGS grammar questions for the students’
level, 75% of the Turkish teachers stated that the questions were appropriate for the
students’ level. The Turkish teachers who stated that grammar questions should be
included in the LGS stated that students would make progress in the correct use of
language thanks to grammar and that grammar was necessary for success. Among
the Turkish teachers, 60% stated that the number of LGS grammar questions was
insufficient. The remaining 40% stated that the LGS grammar questions were suf-
ficient or excessive.
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The subjects that the participants mostly focused on, according to the 8th grade
curriculum, were respectively, the gerundials, the elements of the sentence, the
verb voice, the types of sentences, and the incoherencies; they stated that the study
of these subjects lasts throughout the entire academic year, and that serious time
and effort are given to foster the relevant acquisitions in students . It was emphasi-
zed that despite this, the fact that all 8th grade grammar subjects are not included
in the LGS causes a loss of motivation in students and teachers and that students
in particular show resistance to learning a subject for which no questions will be
asked in the exam.

According to the results obtained, grammar should not be considered as a se-
parate part of the language; grammar must be known at a basic level in order to
create a context, to establish a meaningful relationship between words, sentences
and parts, to understand what is read, and to express what one understands in
writing and orally. In this sense, the idea that grammar is not a separate part of the
mother tongue and that grammar is important for the conscious use of the mother
tongue should be taught to students. While the participants stated that questions
on all grammar topics covered in 8th grades should be included in the LGS, they
also stated that grammar knowledge should comprise at least 30% of the exam.

The results obtained in the study correspond with the views of Aytas and Ce-
gen (2010), who stated that “Making language use correct, orderly and systema-
tic necessitates grammar teaching”; Yagmur Sahin and Abaci (2019), who stated
that “..thanks to good grammar teaching, our students, who are the guarantee of
the future, , will be able to use their mother tongue better, have a richer Turkish,
and communicate better with those around them by realizing the richness of their
mother tongue” In the study, some participants thought that grammar questions
should be handled together with other questions and that students should be tau-
ght that they are an integral part of Turkish. This is in harmony with the views of
Cecen and Aytas (2008) that grammar skills can be improved by giving text-based
education, and of Gozlet and Cifci (2021) that grammar is necessary for the de-
velopment of basic language skills in mother-tongue education and the effective
use of these skills by the individual. The opinion of the participants that grammar
teaching is a natural part of the mother tongue course and that in this context, stu-
dents should be responsible for these subjects in the placement exams corresponds
with the opinion of Dolunay (2010) that grammar teaching is not a goal but a tool
that can be used to foster the four basic language skills in students. The conclusion
that grammar questions should be included in the LGS obtained in the study is
compatible with the views of Yaman and Karaaslan (2010) and Eksi, Kir, and Ben-
zer (2021) that teachers consider grammar teaching necessary. The finding that
grammar acquisitions are not adequately represented in the LGS also coincides
with the findings of Benzer (2019) that the central exams and the curriculum do
not correspond with each other.
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Based on the results obtained in the study, it should be conveyed to students
that grammar is a natural and important part of the language, and it should be un-
derstood that grammar teaching should be done not to get prepared for exams, but
to use the mother tongue more competently. Furthermore, the necessary arrange-
ments should be made to include the grammar subjects taught in the high school
entrance exams in an adequate and balanced manner.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We thank all the participants who contributed to our study.
Conflict of Interest

There is no personal or financial conflict of interest between the authors of the
article within the scope of the study.

Author Contributions
Contribution Level: Author 1: %60 - Author 2: %40

REFERENCES

Aytas, G. & Cegen, M. A. (2010). Ana dili egitiminde dil bilgisi 6retiminin yeri ve nemi. TUBAR-XXVII, 77-89.

Batur, Z, Ulutag, M. & Beyret, T. N. (2019). 2018 LGS Turkge sorularinin PISA okuma becerileri hedefleri agisindan
incelenmesi. Milli EGitim, 48(1), 595-615.

Benzer, A. (2019). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminde 6dretim programi, ders kitabi ve merkezi sinav ¢ikmazi. The Journal of
Academic Social Science Studies, 76(Glz), 291-323.

Biber, A. C, Tuna, A, Uysal, R. & Kabuklu, U. N. (2018). Liselere gegis sinavinin drnek matematik sorularina ve yeni
sinav sistemine dair destekleme ve yetistirme kursu matematik 6gretmenlerinin goriisleri. Asya Ogretim
Dergisi, 6(2), 63-80.

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches (2. Baski). SAGE
Publications.

Cecen, M. A. & Aytas, G. (2008). Metne dayali dil bilgisi 6gretiminin sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin dil bilgisi basarisina
etkisi. YizincG Yil Universitesi, EGitim Fakultesi Dergisi, V(1), 133-149.

Cecen, M. A. & Mete, G. (201). 6-8. siniflarda dil bilgisi etkinliklerine iliskin 6dretmen gorisleri. Dicle Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitisi Dergisi, 3(5), 47-62.

Celik, Z. (201). Ortaddretime gegis sinav sistemleri ve politikalari. 21. yizyilda Tdrkiye'nin egitim ve bilim
politikalari. 21. Yizyilda Turkiye'nin Egitim ve Bilim Politikalari Sempozyumu’nda sunulmus sézld bildiri. 10-11
Aralik 2011, Ankara.

Dolunay, S. K. (2010). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminin amaci ve dnemi. Tarklik Bilimi Arastirmalari, 27, 275-284.

Ekinci Celikpazu, E. (2019). Dilin temelislevi ve Turkgenin yapisi agisindan 2018 Turkge Dersi Ogretim Programi'ndaki
dil bilgisi kazanimlarinin asamaliligl. Erzincan Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi Dergisi, 21(2), 107-125. https:/dol.
0rg/1017556/erziefd 466384

Eksi, S, Kir N, ve Benzer A. (2021). Dil bilgisi 6gretimine iliskin 6gretmen ve Ggrenci gorusleri. Recep Tayyip
Erdogan Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi (REFAD), 1(1), 58-79

Erden, B. (2020). Turkgce, matematik ve fen bilimleri dersi beceri temelli sorularina iliskin 6gretmen gérisleri. AJER
- Academia Egitim Arastirmalari Dergisi, 5(2), 270-292.

Gozlet, D. ve Cifci, M. (2021). Dil bilgisi 6gretiminin Turkce editimindeki yeri. Homeros, 4(1), 11-20. https:/doi.
0rg9/10.33390/homeros.4.1.02

https://doi.org/10.7822/omuefd.1001277 d



LGS'de Dil Bilgisi Sorularinin Gerekliligi Uzerine..

Karakaya, F, Bulut, A. E. & Yilmaz, M. (2020). Fen lisesi 6gretmenlerinin TEOG ve LGS sistemlerine yonelik gorisleri.
Ihlara EGitim Arastirmalar Dergisi, 5(1), 116-126.

Kertil, M., Gllbagci Dede, H. & Gilen Ulusoy, E. (2021). Skill-based mathematics questions: What do middle school
mathematics teachers think about and how do they implement them? Turkish Journal of Computer and
Mathematics Education, 12(1) 151-186. https://doi.org/10.16949/turkbilmat.774651

Kizkapan, 0, & Nacaroglu, O. (2019). Fen bilimleri 6gretmenlerinin merkezi sinavlara (LGS) iliskin gorusleri.
Nevsehir Hacl Bektas Veli Universitesi SBE Dergisi, 9(2), 701-719.

Korkmaz, C, & Sahin, M. (2019). Liselere kayit sistemine yonelik 6Gretmen gortsleri. Mustafa Kemal Universitesi
Editim Fakiltesi Dergisi, 3(4), 9-20.

Kuzy, Y, Kuzu, O. & Gelbal, S. (2019). TEOG ve LGS sistemlerinin 6grenci, 6gretmen, veli ve dgretmen velilerin
qorusleri acisindan incelenmesi. Ahi Evran Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiist Dergisi (REUSBED), 1, 112-130.
https://doi.org/10.31592/aeusbed.559002

MEB. (2018).1-8. Siniflar Turkce Dersi Ogretim Programi. Ankara: Milli Egitim Bakanlig.

MEB. (2019). Turkge Dersi Ogretim Programi (ilkokul ve Ortaokul 1,2, 3,4, 5, 6,7 ve 8. Siniflar). Ankara: MEB Yayinlari.

Miles, M. B. & Huberman, A. M. (2015). Nitel veri analizi: Genisletilmis bir kaynak kitap. S. Akbaba Altun ve A. Ersoy
(Cev. £ds). Ankara: Pegem Akademi.

Sad, S.N. & Sahiner, Y. S. (2016). Temel egitimden ortadgretime gecis (TEOG) sistemine iliskin 6grenci, 6gretmen ve
veli gorusleri. Elementary Education Online, 15(1), 53-76. https:/doi.org/10.17051/i0.2016.78720

Sivkin, S, Aksoy, V. C. & Giir Erdodan, D. (2020). LGS'de sorulan PISA tarzi matematik sorularini dogru cevaplama ile
okudugunu anlama arasindaki iliskinin 6gretmen gériislerine gore degerlendirilmesi. Sakarya Universitesi
Editim Fakiltesi Dergisi, 20(2), 148-159.

Yaman, H. ve Karaaslan, F. (2010). Ilkagretim Ttirkce dersi programina gore dil bilgisi 6gretiminin etkililigi: nitel bir
arastirma. Turkiye Sosyal Arastirmalar Dergisi, 14, 251-269.

Yagmur Sahin, E. & Abaci, E. (2019). Dil bilgisi dgretiminin ¢nemi, amaclari ve ilkeleri: Bir literatr ¢zeti. Egitim
Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar Dergisi, 5(3), 286-294.

Yin, R. (1984). Case study research: Design and methods. (3. Basim). California: Sage Publications.

Yildinim, A. ve Simsek, H. (2016). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel arastirma yéntemleri. Ankara: Seckin Yayincilik.

OMU EFD, 2022, Cilt 41, Sayi 1, Sayfa:275-310



	_gjdgxs
	_gjdgxs
	_gjdgxs
	_30j0zll
	_1fob9te

